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WOLF FUNDING

The following information was obtained from the USFWS and is based on information from the DRAFT USFWS
lnteragency Annual Report for 2009: Wolf recovery has been almost entirely funded by federal appropriations
and some private donations. Wolf recovery and management in the northern Rocky Mountains (ldaho,
Wyoming, Montana) from 1974 (when wolves first became listed) through federal fiscal year 2009 has cost
approximately $35, 724, 000.

A condition of Montana assuming wolf management responsibilities from USFWS in 2004 was that federal funds
would be provided under the contractual terms of a Cooperative Agreement signed by FWP and USFWS. Since
then, allof FWP's core wolf program has been funded through federal sources. Since FY200O, FWP has spent
$2,381,806 in federal dollars. An additional $44,770 of state dollars have been spent by FWP since FY2000.
The annual amount of federal dollars spent by FWP for wolf management in the past 5 years is as follows:

. FY 2006 - $401,464 I. FY 2007 - $473,546

. FY 2008 - $485,968

. FY 2009 - $609,261

. FY 2A1O - $721 ,177 (includes carry-over from previous year)
o FY 2011 - $626,000 (in USFWS FFY10 budget)

Most of this funding has been spent for recovery coordination and on{he-ground implementation of Montana's
wolf program including population monitoring, collaring, data management, depredation response, research,
outreach, and reporting.

Other FWP staff make significant contributions to the program above and beyond the work done by staff whose
primary responsibilities are wolf-related. Examples include administration, incidental biologist / field technician
activities, law enforcement, public outreach, and legal support. Exact figures have not been quantified.

Beginning with FY2008, the FWP and USDA Wildlife Services agreed that $110,000/year that FWP had
provided Wildlife Services for predator control for wildlife management purposes would instead be used for wolf
management and control (thus enabling Wildlife Services to utilize $110,000 of federal money that they had

.!een spending on wolves to be used for coyote control elsewhere). Total FWP license funding provided to
wildlife services for wolf management from Fy200B fonrard is $110,000/year.

Wildlife Services is funded through the regular Congressional budgeting process as a federal agency in
additional to special Congressional directives, particularly with respect to wolf-related work. WS also receives
money from other sources in Montana for other agency activities, including the state per capita fee and county
livestock assessments. Wildlife Services the appropriate agency to speak to agency funding sources, amount of
special Congressionaldirectives routed to Montana, and actual expenditures. lnformation from Wildlife Services
regarding expenditures (as described in the Annual Wolf Report) through 2008 indicates the fotlowing:

ln FFY 2007, WS spent an estimated $183,924 responding to wolf complaints and assisting MFWP with
depredation management responses such as radio collaring or killing problem wolves. This is an increase
above the estimated $152,000 spent in federal fiscal year 2006. ln FFY 2008, Montana WS expended
approximately $227,437. This is an increase of about $43,500 over the previous year. The increase is due in
part to increases in fixed costs (e.g. fuel or personnel) and working in new areas. Administrative time is not
reflected in the total.
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Preparing to Manage Wolves in Montana

Q. What ts the wolf conservation and management effort all about and why are Montana, Idaho and Wyoming
involved?

A. Among the federal requirements for removing the gray wolf from the endangered species list, Montana, Idaho, and
Wyoming must have management plans and other regulatory mechanisms in place to maintain the recovered

population within the Northern Rocky Mountain Recovery Area.

Q.Are the states fulfilling their federal requirements?
A. No. Montana and Idaho each have federally-approved plans. Montana's effort was characterized as a "class act" by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.Federal officials say that delisting in the northem Rockies is held up due to the lack
of an approved plan and compatible state laws in Wyoming. Once that situation is resolved, federal authorities say they

will take the necessary steps to officially delist the gray wolf. Once delisted, the states of Montana, Idaho, and
Wyoming will each be legally required to sustain its share of a viable wolf population in the northern Rockies.

Q.What issues have emerged in Montana?
A. Through the work of the Montana Wolf Management Advisory Council-and subsequent community work sessions
throughout Montana in 2002-03-Montanans identified issues related to: wolf management, numbers and distribution;
social factors; administration and delisting; prey populations (deer, elk and moose); funding; livestock; wolf habitat;

compensation for livestock losses; economics; information and education; human safety; wolf monitoring, and others.
Q. What does the recommended Montana's wolf conservation and management plan seek to establish?

A. The recommended plan, which is an updated version of the Montana Wolf Management Advisory Council
recommendations, would create a wolf conservation and management program similar to that for black bears and

mountain lions. It would be based on numbers, distribution and public acceptance. Wolf management techniques, and
the methods used to resolve conflicts, would be based on a benchmark of 15 breeding pairs in Montana. The plan

considers the spectrum of management activities-from simple harassment techniques to chase wolves away, to lethal
control mellsures, like offering kill permits to landowners and regulated hunting or trapping. The aim is to sustain the
wolf population, Montana's deer and elk populations, and to help resolve wolf-human and wolflivestock conflicts.

Q. Why did FWP choose to recommend the Updated Council Alternative as the final plan?
A. To best balance the diversity of public interests and desires about wolf conservation and management. The

recommended plan is based on the consensus recommendations of the Montana Wolf Advisory Council, a broad array
of public comments gathered throughout this EIS process, and advice from wolf experts. It seeks a balance between

the biological needs of wolves and the concems of people.
TOP

FWP's Role

Q. Will FWP now begin to manage wolves?

http : //fivp.mt. gov/wi ldthings/managemenywol f/wolfeandA.html 3l8l20rr
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A. No. Even after the Record of Decision is signed by FWP Director Jeff Hagener in September, a state plan is just one
step FWP and Montana must take in what is expected to be a longer federal process that includes an evaluation of each

state's plan and regulations that must together maintain a secure wolf population.

Q. Is FWP going to manage wolves?
A. That is the agency's hope. But FWP won't obtain management authority until wolves are officially delisted. In

addition, the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service must approve Montana's, Idaho's, and Wyoming's management plans. FWP,
however, firmly believes a state-administered conservation and management program can best address the diverse

expectations of Montana's citizens.

Q. What are the legal aspects of state-run wolf management?
A. Upon delisting, the gray wolf will be reclassified under state law from "endangered" to a species "in need of
management" which establishes the legal mechanism to prevent intentional human-caused mortality outside the

rmmediate defense of life/properly. When it becomes clear that the management program is maintaining a secure,
viable population, reclassification to big game or furbearer may follow.

Q. Would any other state agency have any legal obligations regarding wolf management?
A. Yes. Montana law assigns joint responsibility to FWP and the Montana Department of Livestock (MDOL) to
manage wildlife that can cause damage to livestock. FWP and MDOL will work together with federal Wildlife

Services (formerly Animal Damage Control) to resolve wolf-livestock conflicts.
TOP

Montana Wolf Numbers

Q. How many wolves are there in the Northem Rocky Mountain Recovery Area?
A. An estimated 835 wolves, in about I l0 packs with 66 of those qualifying as breeding pairs, inhabited the northem

Rockies recovery areaat the end of2004.
Q. How many wolves are in Montana?

A. Federal officials estimated that 153 wolves, in 40 packs, and about 15 breeding pairs inhabited Montana. These
estimates were made in December 2004. Additional wolf packs-and dispersing wolves-may exist but have yet to be

confirmed.
TOP

Funding Wolf Management

Q. What will it cost to manage wolves in Montana?
A. FWP's best estimate for the preferred altemative suggests that it will cost from $913,000 to $954,000 arurually.

Cooperating federal agencies are expected to incur some expenses through the federal budgetary process.

Q. Can FWP fund wolf management in Montana?
A. Not at this time. It is clear existing financial resources are not adequate to manage wolves in Montana. Additional

funding will be required to implement all elements of a wolf management program.

Q. How will state wolf management be funded?
A. The recommended plan directs FWP to seek additional funding from special state or federal appropriations, private

foundations, or other private sources to supplement funds committed by FWP in amounts similar to those for other
native carnivores like black bears and mountain lions. The govemors of Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming are pursuing a

program called the Northern Rocky Mountain ffizzly Bear and Gray Wolf National Management Trust to help the
states fund the management of recovered threatened and endangered species. The idea originated in Wyoming. In light
of local funding and resource shortfalls, the states hope Congress will recognize the significant national interest in the

conservation and management of these species. In the interim, the three states may seek special Congressional
appropriations to fund state activities during the transition of management authority.

TOP

The Prey: Deer, Elk & Moose

Q. Will wolves impact game populations like deer, elk and moose?
A. Yes. How much of an impact is uncertain at this time. Wolves-like mountain lions, coyotes, and bears-eat deer, elk,

moose and other game animals. All wildlife populations are variable through time and across a diversity of habitats.
Population numbers fluctuate. It won't be the sim" euery*here all the time. Research in Montana and elsewhere has
shown that predation may influence deer, elk and moose populations through changes in the survival of young, the
death of adult animals, or a combination of both. For example, if a higher than normal number of female deer die in

http ://fivp.mt. gov/wildthings/managemenVwolf/wolfeandA.html 3/8t2011
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any given year from things such as hunting or a severe winter, local conditions could allow wolves and other predators
to keep that deer herd's numbers suppressed or slow its population growth.

Q. Will wolves affect hunting in Montana?
A. They probably will in some places. As with other population effects, however, there is no clear answer except that
wolves will add another factor to consider among all the environmental and social factors wildlife biologists wrestle

with every year in setting harvest limits on big game. Hunting opportunities are then adjusted in response to all factors
combined. Wolves may affect some local, deer, elk or moose populations. When predation is combined with

unfavorable environmental conditionsJike drought or a severe winter-it may affect hunter opportunities in that area.

Q. How will FWP assess whether wolves are adversely affecting a big game population and how will it respond?
A. Monitoring progams will help FWP detect changes in both wolf and prey populations. While a direct cause/effect
relationship between wolf predation and prey-population decline is difficult to pinpoint with certainty, in light of other

environmental factors, FWP would consider reducing the size of the wolf population in a localized area. Wolf
management decisions would also be paired with other management actions to reduce prey mortality - like adjusting

hunter opportunity or more aggressive management of other predator species such as mountain lions. Parallel
management efforts for predators and prey would continue until the deer, elk, or moose population rebounded and

environmental conditions are favorable.
TOP

Wolves and Livestock

Q. What will livestock producers be able to do to protect their livestock under state management authority?
A. Under the recommended plan, management tools are intended to decrease livestock depredations. Livestock

producers would be offered assistance to reduce depredation risks, and they would be allowed to harass wolves, or to
kill wolves caught attacking, killing or threatening their stock. In addition, to remove a wolf causing chronic conflicts,

a livestock producer could receive a special kill permit. All such incidents must be reported to FWP and an
investigation would follow. This is consistent with current state laws that address protection of human life and private

property when they are in imminent danger from wildlife.
Q. What impacts will wolves have on livestock or stockgrowers?

A. From 1995-2004, authorities confirmed 167 cattle, 397 sheep, 25 dogs and nine llamas were lost to wolf
depredation in Montana. Some stockgrowers, however, have experienced other "unconfirmed" losses they suspect

were due to wolves. So far, most depredation incidents investigated by Wildlife Services within Montana occurred on
private land. Although wolves cause a small number of the total livestock losses in Montana compared to other sources

of livestock mortality-like weather, disease, and reproductive problems-personal financial losses may result directly
from wolf depredation. Indirect costs may accumulate because of increased management activities, changes in
husbandry practices, injured livestock, or uncompensated losses. These financial hardships accrue to individual

farmers and ranchers and mav be sisnificant to them.
TOP

Compensation for Livestock Injuries and Losses

Q. Will farmers and ranchers get compensated if wolves injure or kill livestock when wolves are managed by
Montana?

A. The recommended plan directs the State of Montana to develop, in cooperation with livestock producers and private
groups, an entity to administer and fund a compensation program for damages caused by wolves. Compensation is
critical to maintaining tolerance for wolves by livestock producers who experience financial losses due to wolves.

Q. How will this program be fbnded?
A. That will be determined by the work accomplished by the State of Montana, livestock producers and private goups

who will seek to create an entity to administer and fund a compensation program for damages caused by wolves.
Q. Doesn't the Defenders of Wildlife already have a program to compensate farmers and ranchers when wolves injure

or kill livestock?
A. Yes, but Defenders of Wildlife may end the program when wolves are delisted. Livestock producers have been
compensated for confirmed losses at fair market value and 50% of market value for probable losses at the time of

death and at fall value for young of the year. Between 1987 and 2001, Defenders of Wildlife paid more than $81,000
for all confirmed and probable wolf-caused losses in Montana.

TOP
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Public Safety

Q. Should Montanans be concemed about public safety?
A. Wolves generally fear people and rarely pose a threat to human safety. ln the past 100 years, there have been

several published accounts of human injuries, but no fatalities, due to wolves. lt is, however, unusual for a wild wolf to
associate or interact with people, linger near buildings, livestock, or domestic dogs. This behavior is more typical of a

released captive wolf, a wolf habituated to a domestic food source or wolf-dog hybrid. Wild wolves generally have
some place to be and something to do and do not seek out or loiter around areas of human settlement.

Q. What should Montanans do if they see a wolfl
A. You can report wolf sightings to your local FWP office or to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service at 406-449-5225.
Despite their wariness of people, wolves will still use natural habitats in close proximity to humans, particularly in

forested and other settings that have come to be called "urban-wildland interface." For this reason, we are more likely
to see gray wolves than other large carnivores such as mountain lions or black bears. Wolves will commonly use roads,

utilrty corridors, and railroad rights-of-way as travel routes. Tracks and scats are often found on roads. Wolves also
feed and rest in open areas with good visibility, whereas lions tend to hide their kills and feed or rest in dense

vegetation. Wolves will also travel across openings in forest cover or natural meadows in ways that mountain lions or
bears do not. And because wolves live in packs, more than one may be seen at a time.

TOP
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wolf damage management activities. This is from hunting license revenue.

CA WS receives $20,000/year for Public Safety (coyotes, black.bears, and mountain lions) from

the California Department of Fish and Game. CA WS also receives $100'000/year from CDFG

for feralswine depredation work. (hunting license revenue). CA WS receives additional funding

from CDFG to protect Eden Landing snowy plover/least tern/salt marsh harvest mouse

($21,000.00 per year), Nevada bightrn sheep ($208,075 per year), and Batiquitos - least

tern/snowy plover ($49,999 per year).

,-t, Currenuy Co-WS receives $120,000/year from the Colorado Division of Wildlife' lt is to assist

/ /I\A with bear and lion depredations and other special projects such as urban coyotes' lt is license
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North Dakota operates on a 2-year budget cycle and ND WS receives $768,800 ($384,400/year)

from the ND Game & Fish Department tor our furbearer damage management work These

funds are 100% hunting license revenues- ln addition, each year ND-WS receives $30,000/year

/-\ i;g;r ,1AOYo hunting Jicense revenues) to manage goose damage' So, totalfunding each year

/ ^\ to ND WS from NDGFD is $414,400.
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it rolls over from year to year. Most of the money comes to.ws but some is spent by

Nevada Department of witdtife (NDoW) The Nevada ws bjdget for this year on projects voted

and approved by the wildlife commission is $471,000. Most oithe prolects are to protect mule

deer, bighorn sheep, sage grouse, and a couple of small pheasant and turkey projects

M WS receives about $40,000/year for aerial antelope protection, $7'500/year for b|ack-footed

ferret disease monitoring, and on callfor human neaitn & safety issues for coyotes and mountain

lions from Arizona Game & Fish Department. The AGFD doesnot receive generalfunds from the

state tegislature. License fees oo nbt jrovide any dedicated funding. lt could be from multiple

sources including donations, licenses, Sec 6 funds, heritage lottery funds, and tribal casino funds

Fundingsourcesarenotspecificallyidentifiedinagreements.

UTWSreceives$459,000/yearforcoyoteworkondeerunits(mostlyintheformo|aeria|
hunting), $22,000/year for lion controlon bighorn sheep units, and $30,000/year for raven' red

fox, and coyote controlon sage grouse leXs. lne bighorn sheep and sage grouse agreements

are federalagreements witn WS, but the deer proteclion agreem-ent is legislative generalfund

money to Utah Dept. of Ag and Food. lt origrnally came from a.$5. surcharge on license sales' but

they thought they would compromise their Pittman-Robertson (Pl) grants, so they paid for the

predator control out of state general funds and used the increased license revenues for

something else. The originaiamount of our funding was $500,000/year but it was reduced to

$400,0001year in 2009 blcause of the economic d6wnturn. There is also a statutory 25% match

paid by the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (DWR) on all head tax that is collected' and this

year it came to $59,000. UT WS had a meeting two we9k1 ago with the director of Dept' of

Naturat Resources and the Director of Division-of Wildlife Resources (a division within the DNR)'

and they are providing us an additional $150,000 for deer protection this year (state FY 201O)'

then $200,000 per year in 2011, and again in 2012lrom their discretionary funds' They did

indicate they had re-examined the legal ramifications of using Plfunds for predator control' and

they feel they can now legally do it. The UT State Legislature plans to propose an additional

license lag increase nen"year that go to WS for coyote control' but they have not given an

indication of how much this tag increase will be.

6) $u,n Dakota Game, Fish & parks conducts their own predator and beaver damage management

\X;;;;: ;;y ;rt in $610,660 of state funds/year (generalfunds and license revenue) plus an

additional$305,330/year of cooperative funding lliveitocx tax for predator and beaver damage



management) they receive from the Counties- By state law, SD GFP must match cooperatrve

dollars from livestocl'. producers 2:1 {$2 0O from fhe game department for every cooDerative

$1.00)

ldaho Fish & Game gives $50,000/year to the State ADC Board to fund some of lD WS' predator

control efforts, another $50,000/year to lD WS for mule deer protection in Eastern ldaho' another

$50,000/year to fund sorne wolf tontrol work by lD WS (*-u-p.F.l9n using this when we start

raking wolves to prorect elk) and another $to,ooolyear to lD ws t1f."::1:i9.991t1:'^':..:outn

Central ldaho. tD WS also got kind of an "on call'Lrrangement with IDFG where we will do some

fixed-wing aerial hunting work at their request (anywheri from $200 - 6,000/year)' I doubt they

are using any license fees for that, but I'm not sure'

ln Wl, WS gets approximately $1,264,000 from the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources'

Bureau of Wildlife for wolf ($20,664), double-crested cormorants ($20'705)' beaver ($146'300)'

bear ($164,720), anct wildlife damage abatement and claims ($911,703) The entire Wildtife

Damage and Abatement and Claim! Program WDACP) is built around a surcharge on every

hunting license sold. The beaver damage managemeni funOing comes from a surcharge on stale

hunting licenses including trout stamp sales and-waterfowl stamp sales (wild rice protection)'

Surcharges on hunting licenses is the primary funding source for the WDACP' A portion of ihe

bear nuisan"" prograt funding also comes from hunters dollars as well'

For over a decade, AR-WS has received $260,000 annually, from Arkansas Game & Fish

Commission to handle migratory bird problemi. This y"at nn WS have added feral hog control

on one Witdlife Management Area, at tfre nCFC's request. The funds come from one-eight of one

percent of general revenue state funding.

The Oregon Department of Fish & wildlife (oDFW) provides 9l ws with $60'00olyear of general

funds for use to address conflicts witn preoliory animals as defined by state statute (birds &

rodents injurious to agriculture & property, this includes the furbearer beaver when causing

damage on private land but not public land, as well as coyote and feral pigs)' ODFW also gives

oR ws $50,000/year of sportsmen's tag money to manage game animals and furbearers they

are charged with managing, cougars, bears, *olu"" wnen tney are not federally listed and other

furbearers. ODFW atsJ giies OF WS SaS,OOOlyear to administratively remove cgYgitt out of the

Steens Game Management Unit (GMU), tfiese are sportsmen's.dollars' Finally' ODFW provides

OR WS with $5,000 tyear for administrative removal of cougars in the Wenaha GMU'

The Wyoming Game and Fish Department pays WY WS to conduct trophy g"T9-99*"9"

management work' WY WS charges WGFb:iasmout to cover the costs of WY WS responding

to complaints and assisting WGFD on an hourly basis (salary,. benefits' vehicle etc') ln the same

agreement WY WS is available to conduct aeriat operaiions a-t^WGFD's request' The agreement

generally amounts to somewhere between $15,000 and $30,000 per year- lt is funded from

hunting license revenues.
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and approved by the Wildlife Commission is $471,000' Most of the projects are to protect mule
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hunting), $22,00}lyear for lion control on bighorn sheep units, and $30,000/year for raven' red
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are federal agreements witn WS, but the deer proteCtion agreement is legislative generalfund

money to Utah Dept. of Ag and Food. lt originally came from a.$5 surcharge on license sales' but

they thought they would clmpromise tneir Fittman-Robertson (Pl) grants, so they paid for the

predator Jontrol out of state general funds and used the increased license revenues for

something else. The originalamount of our funding was $500,000/year but it was reduced to

$a00,0007year in 200g because of the economic downturn. There is also a statutory 25o/o malch

paid by tne Utan Division of Wildlife Resources (DWR) on all head tax that is collected, and this
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Natural Resources and the Director of Division-of Wildlife Resources (a division within the DNR)'
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they feelthey can now legally do it. ihe UT State Legislature plans to propose an additional

license tag increase nentlear that go to WS for coyote control, but they have not given an
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management) they receive from the Counties. By state law, SD GFP must match cooperatlve

dollars from livestock producers 2:1 ($2.00 flom ihe game department for every coooerative

$1.00).

ldaho Fish & Game gives $50,000/year to the State ADC Board to fund some of lD WS' predator

control efforts, another $50,000/yeir to lD WS for mule deer protection in Eastern ldaho, another

$50,000/year to fund some wolf tontrol work by lD WS (we_p.lan on using this when we start

taking wolves to protect elk) and another $16,Ci0Olyear to lD WS for feral pig control in South-

central ldaho. lD ws also got kind of an "on call" arrangement with IDFG where we will do some

fixed-wing aerial hunting wo-rk at their request (anywher- from $200 - 6,000/year)' I doubt they

are using any license fees for that, but I'm not sure'

In Wl, WS gets approximately $1,264,000 from the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources'

Bureau of Wildtife for wolf t$iO,OOA1, double-crested cormorants ($20,705), beaver ($146'300)'

bear ($164,720), and wildlife damage abatement and claims ($911,703) The entire Wildtife

Damage and Abatement and Claim! Program WDACP) is built around a surcharge on every

huntin! license sold. The beaver damage management funding comes from a surcharge on state

hunting licenses inctuding trout stamp sales and-waterfowlstamp sales (wild rice protection)'

Surchjrges on hunting liienses is the primary funding source for the WDACP' A portion of the

bear nuiiance program funding also comes from hunters dollars as well-

For over a decade, AR-WS has received $260'000 annually' from Arkansas Game & Fish

Commission to handle migratory bird problems. This year AR WS have added feral hog control

on one Wildlife ManagemEnt Area, at the AGFC's request. The funds come from one-eight of one

percent of general revenue state funding-

The Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife (ODFW) provides Of WS with $60'00Olyear of general

funds for use to address conflicts with predatory animals as defined by state statute (birds &

rodents injurious to agriculture & property, this includes the furbearer beaver when causing

damage on private ta-nO Out not public tand, as wellas coyote and feral pigs)' ODFW also gives

OR WS $50,000/year of sportsmen's tag money to manage game animals and furbearers they

are charged with managing, cougars, bJars, *olu"s wnen tney are not federally listed and other

furbearers. ODFW atsJgiies OF wS $es,Ooolyear to admin'rstratively remov€ coug€rs out of the

Steens Game Managem6nt Unit (GMU), these are sportsmen's dollars' Finally, ODFW provides

OR WS with $5,000 tyear for administritive removal of cougars in the Wenaha GMU.

The wyoming Game and Fish Department pays \A/Y WS to conduct trophy game damage

manag'emeniwork. WY WS charges WGFb :faSlnout to cover the costs of \MY WS responding

to cotiplaints and assisting WGFd on an hourly basis (salary, benefits, vehicle etc.) ln the same

agreement WY WS is available to conduct aeriil operations at^WGFD's request' The agreement

g6nerally amounts to somewhere between $15,000 and $30,000 per year' lt is funded from

hunting license revenues.
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Montana sheep and lamb producers lost 49,000 animals to weather, predators. oi11a-se-gnd other causes during

2010, representing a total value of $5.1 million, according to a survey conducted by USDA. NationalAgricultural Statistics

S"*t",'uontana?ield Office. The total number of sheip and lambi lost was down 7,000 head from last year, but the

tolal value of inventory lost was 22 percent roi" fn"n 
^y.^t 

ago. The January 1, 2010 inventory was 4 percenl less than

il;p;;dr; year. Streep and tamb deaths arnounted to 10.0 percent of the January 1 inventory and lambs bom, down 1

percent from last Year.

The number of sheep and lambs lost to all predators totaled 17,800 head, down 1.000 head from last year' Lamb

losses by all predators amounted to 14.800 heao, oown 4 percent from last year. The nul!9r of sheep lost to all

t;;i# totated 3,000, down 400 head from a year ago. .'Predators 
caused-an estimated $1 7 million in losses in 201o.

[p ig p.t."nt from the previous year. Losses due to fredators amounted lo 3.6 percent of the January 1 inventory plus

lambs'born and 36 percent of all sheep and lamb deaihs. Coyoles remained the largest predator for both sheep and

lambs. Coyotes accounted for 68 percent of the predator cuuied losses and 25 percent of all death losses in the state'

The value of losses atlributed to coyotes was $1.1 million-

The total value of non-predatory losses was $2.8 million in 2010, compared with $2.2 million in 2009' Non-predatory

losses accounted for 5'l percent of ill losses. The largest non-predatory causeo-f-los,ses was weather at 8,70o head'

Sheep lost to non-prectatory faclors totaled 8,10O hea?, I percent lowei than 2009. Non-predatory lamb losses came in at

17,100 head, 2,100 head less than a year ago.

producers reporred considerable less sheep and lambs lost to unknown causes this past year. The nu1!e1 of sheep

and lambs lost to unknown causes decreased i5 percent from last year. Lambs lost to unknown causes totaled 4'100

head, compared wilh 6,400 head last year. Unknorn causes claimed 1,900 sheep, compared with 2,800 head last year'

The value o{ sheep and lambs lost to unknown causes decreased slightly to $0 7 million'

ilontana Sheep and Lamb Loss 2010
Iotal Loss, Cause of Death and Value of Loss

Released: February 18, 2011
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Methodologt and Defi nitions
The sheep and lamb survey utilized multi-frame sampling procedures- The survey involved drawing a random sample

from a list of livcstock produccrs maintained by the USDA. National Agricultural Statistics Service, Montana Field

Oflice. ln addition, sheep producers tiving in a selected sample of area segments were interviewed. This procedure

;lssures complete coverage of sheep producers by accounting for ranchers/farmers who may not be on the list-

Sheep and lamb loss estimates published by the USDA include sheep losses for the entire year, but include only those

lamb losses that occur after docking. This special report also includes an estimate of lambs lost before docking.

Coopcntion
This study was undertaken at the request of the Montana Wool Growers Association who atso provided funding- The

USDA, National Agricultural Statistics Service, Montana Field Offrce conducted the survey and expresses appreciation 1o

all cooperating sheep producers.

Teblc l: Shctp & Lrrrbs: lnvcotory, Dcrth Lors, ud Pcrccnt of Totrl lnvcntory Loct' Montrlre' 2fi]l-2010

Trble 2: Sbccp & Lrmbr: Dceth Losscs Vrluc of Losr, Monttnl, 2001-2010

Year

January I

Inventory
Larnb Cmp All Sheep

Losses

l-amb Losses
il
I

i l'"r.rnt of Total i

Toul lxrss r lnventory [.ost l/ 
i:i

Be fore After Docking All Larnbs

(000) Head Percent

2001 160 140 9 24 t) 47 66 9. I

2002 135 795 E z5 It 49 67 t 0.2

2001 lr0 275 7 7l t0 4l 5E 9.6

2001 100 260 l t'l 4 ll ,14 7.6

2005 295 755 2 l9 5 34 46 8. I

2006 280 255 4 2A )t 5l

zo07 775 255 4 l8 8 l6 50 9.1

200E 270 235 4 t9 7 l6 50 9.5

2009 255 235 5 2l 20 {l 56 | 1.0

20r0 245 7-25 J t8 IE l6 .t9 | 0.0

l/ Total invcntory cquals January I inventory, plus lamb crop, plus lambs lost before docking.

rusc rnd

Year

Predator Losses
Non-Predator

[.oss
Unknown

Causes

Value of l.osses

l'otat
Percent ofl'otal

Invcntory l-ost l/
Predatol Non

Prcdator
Unknown I'otal

(000) llead Percenl (o00) {cad (000) Dollars

200 I r9.9 1.7 J6-0 7.5 850.8 I,980_6 175.0 1ln(l

2002 21.4 t.J )9.9 5.7 t,216.0 2,378.2 166.6 1.980.8

2001 tl .1 2.9 ll-0 1.1 r.109-2 2.608.0 605.i 4,i22-9

2004 l].7 2.4 26.0 4.3 1.102.6 2.106.2 164-l 1,771. I

2005 ll.4 t.2 28.4 5.2 t.096.4 2.755.6 4't7.6 4.329.6

2006 t4.l 2.5 29.6 7.t I,(X4.4 7,453.7 600.1 4,09E.4

200'l 17.0 l.t t7.5 5.5 r.2 t 4.4 2.I 89.1 45E.0 l.E6l.7

2008 | 5.2 2.9 29-2 5.6 r.07E.3 2,272.6 412.7 3.761.6

2009 I E.E J.I 2E.0 9.2 r.128.1 2. l 85.? 1t] 4-227.1

20t0 17.8 1.6 25.2 6-0 1.7 t7 .7 2.772-4 (r51 -6 5,147.?
l/ Tolal inventory egualsJan I inr.entory, plus ltrmb crop, plus lambslostbclorcdocking.
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1/ Using average teported value for Ewes 1+.

z Lamb values equal to mar*et year average price received for lambs multiplied by an average weight of 60 pounds per lamb

3/ Breakouts not asked in 2010.

- Denoles less than 100 head.

Sheep and Lamb Loss by Predators 2010

Dog:900

Eagle:8OO

tox: 1,400

Motrntain Lion: 500

Wolf:600

Unknown Ptedalors:
600

Bear:9OO

Trblc 3: shceo & Lrmbo: Dcrth L'ocrcs by Crurc' lllootrnr
TOTAL LOSS

Cause of Loss

SHEEP LOSS LATB LOSS

Number of
Head

Value in Dollars
to00) 1/

Number of
Head

Value in Oollars
(000) z

Number of
Head

Value in Dollars
(00o)

2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010

Bear
Bobcat

Coyote
Dog

Eagle
Fox

Mounlain Lion

Woll
Other Animals

Unknown Predators

200

2,500

,,:

400

100

300

1,800

T
200

200

200

23.2

290.5

,t.r_

46.5

11.6

51.0

306.0

ut:

34.0
34.0

34.0

200
100

1 2,100
200

600
1.300

300

300

100

200

600

10.300

600

800

1,400

300
400

4(X)

12.1

6-1

733.3

12.1

36.3
78.8
18.2

18.2

6.1

12.1

49.0

840.5

49.0

65.3
114.2

24.5

32.6

32_6

4m
100

14,600
400

600

1,300

300
700
100

300

900

12,100
900

800
1,400

500

600

600

35.3
6.1

1,023.8

35.3

36.3
78.8

18.2

u7
61

23.7

100.0

1,146.5

100.0

65.3

114,2

58.5

66.6

666

Total Predatoru 3,4(Xt 3,{l0o 395.0 510.0 15,,100 t'1.E00 933.3 l;247.7 18,600 l?,8@ 1.32E.3 1.777.1

Nonfredaton
DQestive
lnternal Parasites

Respiratory

Metabolic
Other Diseases

Total Diseases

Lambing ComPlications

Old Age

On Back

Poison
Thefl
Weather Conditions

Other
Totel NonPrsdatoc

300
200
400

900
1,800

700
2,800

300
400

2.700
'r00

8,8{}0

3t
3t
a,

3t
3t

1,400

1,200

2.900
400
400

200
1,200

400
8.1(X,

34.8
23.2
46.6

104_5

209.1

81-3

325 3

34.8
46.6

313.6
1 1.6

1.027.1

3l
u
u
3/
3t

238.0
204.4
493 0

68.0
68.0
34.O

204.0
680

1,377.0

400

200
1,900

200
900

3,600
3,600

100

200

10.800
900

lg,2o0

3l
3t
3l
J/

3t

3,500
o,aT

300

3@
7.500

1,200

17.10{,

24.2
12.1

't 15.1

12 1

54.5
218.O

218.2

6.1

12.1

654.5

54.5
r.163.4

3t
3l
3/
3l
J'

285.6
350 9

24;
245

612.0
97.9

r.395.4

700 
|

400 I

2,300 
|

200 
I

1,800
5,400
4,300
2,800

i 40o

lu*
I t..u*
It,ooo
| 28.(no

u
Jt

v
3t
v

4,900

5,500
2,900

400
700
500

8,700
1,600

25.200

59.0
353

161.7

12 1

159 0

427.1

299.5
325.3

40.9

58,7

l-I eeat
I

I 661
| 2,1E5.7

3l
3/

3l
3/

3l

523.6
599
493.0

680
92.5

585
816 0
165 9

2,772.a

Unknown Clurer eE00 1.900 325.3 323.0 5,'300 {.1@ 387.E 334.6 9.200 6,(no 713.1 657.6

Totel Lore t5.qto 13.lXlO 1.712.6 2.210.O .11.000 35,00X1 2,18,.-5 2.977.7 66,(XlO /fS,(EO a-227.1 6,117.7

value fo 1+

Coyote:12,1o0



Trble 4: Sbccp & Llmt{: Pcrccat of Dcrtb l.-orscr by Crusc, Moohnr, ZOlrl-ZUtU

Cause of Loss 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2AO7 2008 2009 2010

Prgdelott
Bear

Eobcat

Coyote

Dog

Eagte

Fox

Mountain Lion

Wotf

Other Animals

Unknor,vn Predalors

1

22

2
,,

I
1

I

a

21

1

I

2

1

1

I

I

20

L

2

2

1

I

I

1

21

2
1

a

1

1

1

1

19

I

2

2

1

1

1

20

1

2

1

1

I

a

1

23

2

2

2

1

'l

2

2

20

1

2

J

I

1

1

I

26
1

t

2

1

1

1

)

25

L

a

1

1

I

I

fotel Predttoc tl 30 31 30 3'l 27 28 34 30 3{ 36

Nonfrsdaiorl
Digestle
lnternal Parasiles

Respiratory

Metabolic

Other Diseases

Total Oiaearer
Lambing Complications

Old Age

On Back

Poison

Theft

Weather Conditions

Other
Total Nonfrodatorr 1l

a
zt

IT

2l
zt

t6
l1
8

1

z

I

t3
7

5E

a
2l
2l
2t

2l
12

tt

4

1

1

1

20

7

60

ZJ

2t

2l
11

15

6

2

2

3

't1

5

57

I

r0

3

22

11

B

t

2

12

3

59

u
2t

2l
2l
2l
17

13

7

2

3

1

tq

5

G2

a
a
a
a
zl

13

13
R

1

3

'l

18

3

58

u
a
u
a
u
t6
13

6
1

2
'l

14

2

55

u
u
L

2t

u
1t
11

T

I

2

I

?3

3

58

t

1

I

10

tt

5

I

I

24

2

50

2t
2t

al

2t

?t

10

tl

o
I

I

1

18

3

51

Unknorn Caucer 12 9 t3 10 11 t4 1l 11 16 12

Totsl Lor! 1, 100 100 100 100 100 100 t00 100 t00 100

1/ Totals may nol add due to rounding
2/ Not available.

- Denotes less lhan 1 percent.

Carmen Penninglon
icultu ral Statistician

USDA is an equal opporlunily ptovider and employer



nr('us
BEEF BatLLETtnf'

"The Commerciol Coftlemon's Angus Connection"

On the

Y**?1.",
,t,

,.

I

Front Lines of Controversy:

I

,l
:l!l

il

@#

Iike it, the gmy wolf is a surefire
predatar preying not anly on
cattle. but on the bottam line.

Story Iry

Ktt ltotT

It w'rs lnsinss as rmal rvhen
American Angrs Aswiation Regronal
Nlanager Rrrl \\'s*lman pullej rnto
the OX Ranch, located neir Council
in wstem Idrho, ro condtrt an on-sire
,\rgusSourcea audit in fall 2fi)9. His risir
quickl-v took a different tum after mnch
rnanager Casey fuiderson mentioned he
and his.wife. Cindy; u-ere panicip:ting
n a mllabomne rewrch proiect on thc
snr{v ofhow wolves impaci beefcattle
grazing beharior 

- 
in their backyard, vr

towk.
The Andersom' *.illinsness to

panicipate in this srudv rvis ternpered
by their momting Futradon with the
"endmgered species" 

- 
28 of them 

-thrt had taken up rsiderrc in r}e OXls
high-momuin pasrures, luming hou.

to stallq kill md feed on their version of
Cnti/iedAngre Beef

Wolves present new
learnln! curve

Thirw-6ve gray wolvcs wcre
reinu'odued into central Idaho in 1995
and 1996 as part ofthe Ll.S. Fish and
Wldlife Servie's 1987 endansered
specis recovery plan for wolies in the
Northem Rtxkv llomtains. Since tnen
t}e wolf population hx snived, thrived
md expanded is range within the sure,
much of which is considered orime wolf
habitat (see map on page 2). Li-kzu,ise, x
uolves moved into reas witlr mtde and
sheep mncha, the number of livestock
killed or injured bv wolves has incrmsetl.

Casev, u,ho is originally from
Pcntlleton, Ore., hai lifelong ranching
rmfs-

'When I snre in 2005 to the O{, .

they were eryeriencing some things but
didnt lnowwhat to contribute it to," he
says. "They could se changc with cattle
beharior and grazing distribution."

IIe and his mch crew had dealt u'ith
cqyotes and mountain lions, but nothing
like this. 'You ny to amibute it to things
you have erperience *.ith. But it! a

different laming orre with wolves," he
45ff6,

At 6nt, the OX cro' couldnt 6zure
out why cahes were showing up wiih
womds that werc abscesinc on their
knees or hmk. tsut after clilping the
hair away, tlrey discorrred the fmg
marls on these elves. l4trile these
critters had gotten away, others *'ouldn't
be as zuccessfirl.

In 2008 the OX experienced irs 6mr
"loorn" wolf depredation, and ottle
kept comrng up mssrng.

(Continued on poge 2)

at

featurcs & News
oelegates conduct business ...,... .,... -, . - . - l0
Q&A with President,oe Hamplon . ..... ... -.. .. 31

6ive you. input for long-range p|an........ . . . . 32A

Fronl-load calving season.. ............... ... - 16
Ertra pounds at weaning are byproduct of Al. . . . . 42

Si?e matters in herd efliciency. .,.. ........ .. -. 46
Mnnage cost ofmineral supplements... -...,. -. 54

Ercited about Enching..... -................. 58

Students compete in waluating welFare . . . . . . . . 62

Knw your feedeKattle gcdes.... .. .. .... .. .. 66

Cull cow classes explained- ............ .... .. . 68
]he herd that inspires the words...,....... .... 74

Rorida (atves aimed fof the CAB ta.get . . . . . . . . . 80

Quality alway5 pays.. -.. .. . .,.. . . ... ...... .. . 82

Analyst explains links among China, (orn, caftle . 84
Manage risk with qualhy...................... 86
All rattle are sld on a grid ol sorts .... ... . . -... 91

Low"stress handling pays..,......... ...... .. - 92

ls agriculture morally correct?.,.. ...... . ... .... 94
Look inside the consume/s mind ........... .. - 95
lhird-quarterca(asschallengewinners ..--... 1OO

USmA reeals vision and initial focus .... -. -.. 102

lhe Association seeks your input -... ...... . . . 104
Veterinarians follow he.d health program - .. . . 106

Crisis management lol ..................... 108

Angus oflers feed effici€n(y selection tool. . . . . . t'10
Canle Industry Convention registration open- - . . 1 18

Know where you stand with fencing legalities . . . I 24

Column Links
. MovinForyard .........14
. Board Action . . . . . . , . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I 6
. Association Link.......... -.,.............. 18
. Angussource@.... .... -................... 26
. Ridin'Herd .-................48
. Cow Camp Chatter-........................ 50

. CertifiedAngusBecf ltc............ ..

. New Products..... ......... -............. 117

. Beef Talk.... - -... -.. -, -.... -............ 722

. Angus Stakes. -... -..... - -...............729

. Angus Sales 1ink....... -.... -.... -....... 111

. Reader Suryey..,., ..... - . -.............., i4O

. Markel Advisor....... -., .......... ....... 143

. Outsidethe Box..,..... -... -.....,.... -.. 146

. Adveniser|ndex,......................... 150

Stoff
. Angus Productions lnc. .. . ....... _. ..... . .... 2

. American Angls fusociation...,... -.... ..... 1/i

. Certifi ed Angus Beef LtC . . ..... ..... .... .. .. /2

. Regional Manage6. .,... . ............. -. .. 120

Seruices
. N.,AA membership Fotm ... .. -. -......... .... 17
. Angus Joumol subscdption .......... ....53, 101
. Angus BeefaulletinglM. -.. . .. . .. .. .. .. .. toj
. ArnericanAngusAssiation membeFhip fom .119
. API Virtual UbEry .. ...... ................. 1 47

Visit API's Virtoal library at
nw.ap l-vl rtua Il lbrc ry.co m.

For this



t ...AtldUS {i K u F w &* il &* e 11 6 e* | hnuaN2orl

Ranching in the Presence of Wolves ffromcover)

"It u'ent Fonr there and just exploded in 2009 because
of the number of uolvs," Casey says. Thgy- would
o'entually discover the C)X had two wolfpacks bunrping
agzrnsr rts propefty.

Depredatlons mount In tough terraln
In 2ffi9, \4rildlife Senices (\l'S), a division of rhe

USDAb Aninral and Plant ] Iealth Inspection Serice
lAPl IIS) chargrd u4rh inrtstigating u.ildlifc-livestock
incidences, drmnrenred l8 differenr wolf deuredadons
on the OX. Horvwer, Crey md Cindv kre- rhey ocre
losins more calves than dris.

Ai com morcd throush the mnch up to higher
pasnres, they nodced in one herd 

- 
thi same one beins

srutlied by resmrchen (see 'OX rsiss srudy of wolf- -

liuesl*1 ;r,.. .ons," 
prge.l) - rhat theri were a lot of

corvs in variou_stages ofdryine up, an indication they'd
jut proiously lost calvtx. Funhemore, these cous wcre
on momuin plshrres ufiere tie OX was inoring a large
amout of wolf activiqr

As Casey and Cindy rnonitored smt (wolf manrrre) for
t}e reserrch srudy, their monitoring rold a sirnilar sroryr

"h thar ars wherc thme crrdcivere,'Crc!.erDlains.
'sr were 6nding on a road in a 6-milt'lrop 

^ 
*"ny m

20 nov pila of rvolf marrure o eru orher dav. In thai rvolf
manure would be mlid black hair, mlf hoorcs and olf
ds,clax." I.Ic and Cindydocumented this x,.CAB" in
tnelr nots,

\44rile they werc eruin of their losses, thev didnt
know hou,many. Thar's hemtrse on the f)[ ai on mnv
wesrem mnchc,ct1|. &*^ in crpansive. hiqh comrry
in surmer nronths. Funhemrore , "If vou dont tind
a kill within a fw hr:rum md you have a lot ofwolves,
theret nothing left," Casey reassres (see ,.Crmgnnsadon

rvailablr,.but not alu'rys ru-rnd-dried," page 6).-Ilre OX is a combination of private and-public lands,
touling about l)5,ffiO gmzing acres. Carde gmze in
early spring on the bonoru ol Hell\ Canvon bv the
Snake Rivcr and, rs spring prugrssc and gosinto earlr.
ilnlmer, they work 

"p 
out 

'of 
tiie bteak oithe ,iue, onto

rhe Platcau, which is roughh'arowd 4,{00 fcet rlo.rrion.
The L)X olves hcre in hre spring; their cows are hred for
a 60-day season and heifen for all5-day seasorr.

From tlere, dre onle are moved rryard dre cnd
ofJuly to the higher mnunmins at 6,(X)0-7,(X[ feet in
altinde. By September thev are rt about 8,000 feet. They
scan gathering mmle rhe end ofscptember, where tJrey 

'
conre hack dom onto deedcrl propen'- ?r about 4,500
feer. Frorrr here, thev're moved ro'lou'er o,inter mnce.

The OX's bme herd includs about 1,000 nothe-r
cowr, erfwhich all bur one-third are lrred to Ansus bulls.
It alm retrins the mrjoritv of its eh'es and runi tiem
over as ycarlings the following mmmer.

This was the OX's ff6t 'confimed" depredation. The OX crew ms
gathering heifers and a bunch ofGalves Bn back, Cindy Anderson
explains- They decid€d to let the group settle down rs they went
to lunch. Wren lhey came back a female wof had kitted this catf.
"The catf drug the wolt for at least 1o yards before its insides
started to fall out,' she reports. $/olves are known for feeding on
their preywhile its still alive, often consuming the best ftesh first.

CaseyArderson, manager of ldaho,s 0X Ranch, puts a face on
the higily emotionaI and contrwersial graywoli issue that many

Gmzing lmds on the OX consist of rugged moutaim,
steep onyons and plateaus divided lry strmm dninages.
Grass dominates rJre lo*'er elevations, u'hile conifen
dominate the higher elozdons.

ln these types of environments, typiol of we;tem
grazjng. iCs more *rm tough ro effecdvely implement
nonle6el wolf<onrrol meizures, zuch riazing lry nnge
riden or shooting with rubber bulles- ln addjtion to the
sheer expanse, ttre topography and vegeradon oftheir
gnzing lands make it more dif6oh for livestmk losses tn
be foud - and esy for the ehsive emy volf to hide-

' (Continued on poge 4)
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ln 1996, 35 wolves were reintroduced into central ldaho. Sources
close io this issue leport that a conseryative poputation estimate
today ir 85G1,000. Casey Ande60n believes with th€ reality and
remoteness ofcountry like that ofthe OX, there easilvcould b€
1,500 wolves. 'Wolves are very elusive,' hc $ys. .y;u don.t gel
to see them v€ry often," whi(h is whythefr€ difficult to kilt even
with issued shoot-on.sight pemits, 'lfyou don't have a way of
controlling the numbers, this iswhat happ€ns..

Casey often visitswith families who have chitdren and dogs in
tw, campirt on nea.by Forest Service land. He wams them of
the area's wolf activity, but they look at him as if h€'s cary, he
says. They belide wolvcs are out in the wildem€ss. not iust two
hours from the city,

ldaho ranchers continue to face. While he admits public speakiru
is out of his comfort20ne, out ofarustEtion he has wiltingly
shared the OX's story of @ttle production in the presence of
wolves at sryeBl meetings- 'When you see wolves on TV. it's
a wam tu2zy thing with the mother ticking its pups,- he says.
-They don't show th€ real reality of what's going on. Most jeople
who 5upport the wolves atd their reintroduction are oople who
the wolves will never atfe(t diiectlv."
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A coopmdve stud1. enied out lry
the Unirrreity of ldaho, WS and the
Nez Pcrce Tiihe on rhe impacs r:f uolf
prcdadon to enle on rumer gnzing
allounens m Idahoi Lenrhi Gmry
suggested that fcrr every elfkilled by
wolve-s arrd found b1'dre catde producer,
as mmy x eight additiond rvolf kills nray
havc rr'rurcd uirhorrr crer bcing dcreoed.

Indirect erpenses add up
As a result ofthe depredadon the OX

continued to incur, in 2fiJ9 WS removed
I j s,ohcs fiom ic rangelands and logged
in 240 houn on the OX. In dre aliemath
ofu'oh'e-s, howercl u'ere production lcxses
rnd the burden ofadded time and labor
to deal with rhis issuc neither thev nor the

state ofldaho asked for-
Cary'and Cindy both note the amount

oftirne depredations de up.
'It's amazing how rnuch dme it ukes to

noti6' the rieht officials, go out rvith thenr
and lmk at t}e kill site." Casev states.

"\4,1ren we get r rolfkill, it takes a

whole dav by the time you get them
confimcd," Cindv adds. "It'.s iut a

nightmare, and it'.i o=ry rtr*h.I."
Thc rdded strs ofwolfprescnce in

immer Instures affected the cattle as q'ell.
Casev explains, "Rerlh', our gratest

loss is mrv condition. In 2009, lls u'e
were shipping out to winter countrv, m
observation uas tlat the cowr ovemll were
a firll body rore les thm nomal. And
that dictates back to about I fi) pounds

q.AtUduS ** xw # w a& x-s^HE & ?a lJanuaw2oTl

Ranching in the Presence of Wolves (ron pose 2)
(lb.) on a mature mu'. If J'ou rvere rying
to put drat 100 pomds back on thme
mtde, it u'ould uke a lot of extra dme and
exPense.

"C)n top ofthag our [pregnancr'] rate
*x x low as 847" on sme groups of com.
llldr our mnapment pmcdces and herd-
hmlth program, that should be 95%."

ln 20@ they were shon in the
neishborhmd of 65-75 cahcs: firc c'oqs
andtu,o yearlings weren't accomted for
either Before wolves were prffinq their
nomal death loss was about nine slres
per 8mzrn8 sm$n.

Thes fizures rlso dont include the
5-year-old aid older open corvs rhey
olled - 15-.10 head more than nonnal -
becruse rheir slvs were killed by uolves.

"'fhatl the hean and soul ofyour
herd," Casw assers. 'Thos are your

most prcductive cows." But vou mn't
keep them, he say's, beouse ihev'll be old
the next time they elve.

On top uf this, t.hev havc ro rcrain
rnore replacement heifes to mrintain
tieir numbes, another uninrended
consequence with a helty price tag.

llbunded calves add additional
medicine expense. hbor and loses.
Often thse mimals cant be manased or
rnarketed with the group.

"You'll end up with crlrrcs with bites
on thc sidcs of their ritx or in t-herr
front shoulder or in tleir round," Casev
dcscribes. fu a mncher, ir! his narure to
hml them up, he sa1s, when in reality, it'd
probrbly be more cost-effective to put
them dorn.

Even drough the OX crey,utilircs
gmd stockmanship skills, u'olf predrtion
has chmeed herd behrvior. Catdc are
much mi.e aggtessive, are andow and
difflnrlt to hcrd and hrndlc. spcoally
in the corral. Dogs are very wluable for
moving eanle in the rough commrr, and
their cous rvere dog-broke.

But now "the Angls cow-s are pretty
dam aggrsive when it cnms to these
wolves and dre dogs," savs Casey, adtling
he bcliercs they can't tell dogs and u'olves
apan. "You might have a herd of nrce
gentle co*T urdl drey're exlnsed to the
u'olvs, and then things reallv change."

Last year, without wolfpresure, the
OX crew obserued the cows relued and
acted more "cou'-like" when rhey were on
loucr r-inter comt4r But it still tmk thern
one to tro rnonths to adiut.
€ommitted to stewirdship

-Ihis 
past year (2010) they have seen a

notice,able improvement in the attirudes

(Continued on page 6)

(alves and wen bites on hindq!arte6 that look like sc6t(hes. Ihougtl
there may be no holes in the hide, there is tremendous damage to thi
tissue uhdern€ath, Cindy Anderson explain5, '.Most of thege wounds will
abscess and be(ome very inle(ted." Casey Anderson says wolves have
rery targe teeth that aren't sharp, but powerfut. This helps explain why
they don't always leave puncture marks on the hide- To (onfirm a wott bit€.
ottentimes a pair of (lippers is needed

'This calf ms iust limpingwhen we found it," Cindy Anderson expl,aitrs
of a calf bit on its hip by a wolf.'Another (alfwas kitled at the same time
this one was wourded, This calf showed no signs oftrauma. Then it5 hip
abscessed. Eventualty the catfhad io be pst down because it never could
walkon its leg," A5 shown here, wolf bites create a tremendous amount of
infection.

As wolf populations have grown in the northern
Rocky Mountains, including in ldaho, incidents ofwolf
predation on cattle and sheep have increased.

Rough tallies are annually made on livestock death
and iniury losses caused by wolf predation, but little
is known about the indirect effects of wolf-livestock
interactions on cattle production.

Casey and Cindy Anderson helped collect data and
gather facts about the wolf presence on the OX for a
research project' carried out in western ldaho-north,
eastern Oregon on how cattle work the country with
and without the presence of wolves.

Cattle movements and pasture usage on the OX are
all recorded on computer. Therefore Casey believed he
had some history that would be of assistance in this
study.

"The main push for the study is to come up with
alternative management plans to try to deal with the
problems associated with tivestock production retat-
ing to the presence of wolves," he explains. He says
he betieves it will be a useful tool for cattlemen and
conservationists alike.

On the OX, 10 mature cows from a cow-calf herd of
450 head were fitted with GPS coilars that recorded
their movement data every 5 minutes. A 90-pound
(tb.) rnate wolf from a nearby pack of 1 3 was also nt-
ted with a GPS collar that recorded his movements
every 1 5 minutes. Data was collected to determine the

timing, frequency, duration and landscape position
ofwolf-cow interactions at 500. 250 and 100 meters
during the 2009 grazing season.

Between May 23 and Nov. J, a 1 lz-day duration,
that one collared wolf was recorded within 500 meters
of GPS-collared cattle 781 times. lnterestingly, the
GPS tracking data indicated the collared cows were
typically widely separated from each other and onty
on rare occasions would two or more collared cows
come together for a time.

"From this you can understand how many times
all the cows in that herd are coming into contact with
wolves, and why we are really noticing cattle behavior
patterns and cattle distribution problems," Casey says.

He adds that researchers thought those 10 collared
cows would only come into contact w;th the collared
wolf about two or three times in that period.

'Some of this data is totally amazing," he points
oul. "The perimeter of this wolPs range is 55 miles.
Between luly 1 and 14, the least amount he trav-
eled in a day was 6 miles; the most he traveled was
19 miles a day. ln the totaltime he was collared, the
most he traveled in one day was 29 miles." As this
data shows, wolves can cover a lot of country in a

short oeriod of time.
-We have had some people on the other side of

this issue really take offense to some ofthe scientific
information we've been finding," he remarks.

lhis study also indicated that human presence and
activity were not a strong deterrent to the collared wolf

- or other wolves, in fact. During the study, the OX

had 14 confirmed and probable cattle depredations
in an adiacent calving pasture frequented by humans
and close to ranch buildings and homes. The ranch

only weaned 80% of calves from this herd, vs. 95%
prior to wolf presence.

Casey further adds, "One day the collared wolf
spent all day with;n 170 yards of where our lodge
and one of our houses are on the ranch. lt came right
down into the orchard, within 50 yards ofthe lodge
that dav.

nVe've had these wolves travelwithin 25 yards of
our house. We have data that shows how close this col-
lared wolf came to the different residences in this area.
People would be pretty amazed ifthey knew how close

these wolves were to their houses where they live.
'This is a misconception with most people - they

think'well the wolves, they're in the wilderness.
Thet're not hurting anybody.'No, they're right in your

backyard," he reassures.

'This r$eqrch study wos frnonciolly suppofted by the Orcgoh
geef Council, US DA/Agticulture ond food Research lnitiative,
UsDA/Agricultu rol Reseorch Seyice, Coopercting Ra n ches and
Ranch Families, Oregon Agriculturol Experiment, Univercity of
ldaho ond Oregon State Unive5ity.
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Ranching in the Presence of Wolves gron pase tt) "Itl a reall.v toug*r dal," he stresses,

"and the implications go ral\'deep for a

mnching opemtion."

Struggling for optimlsm
Ca*y acknowledgs that some

ranchers within tlre state have rlrady
thrornr in the tou'el, having sold dreir
cous, and wen the mch. But he rries to
srav ootimistic about the futue.

Hiving to quit ranching rvould be "a
pretty hard thing to svallow," he says.

"But the relity is therc- If we're nor
allorved to control the rvolfnumbers and
hold some of the loss dom, we're going
to end up not being a viable brlsiness-

"It's hrrd to be optimistic when you see

the effecs it's having on rhe cou'herd and
rvhat it takes to deal with the oroblems
rhat re ascirted with tlre wbhes. And
it\ really disheanening when you put in
so much effort, time and money to have a

good operation.
"If rhey *'ould have conrolled early,

we wouldn't be seeing the depredation,"

he sa1s. "We have so far exceeded what
the numbem in the state were supprxed to
be that tlat is why u'e are experiencing tle
problems we're hawirg. If u'e only had 1 50
wolves in the sute of ldaho, we protxblv
wouldnt be having this disossion."

I Ie adds, "It doesn't mtter hou,
rnany wolves there are. vou'll lrave

probleru. The thing rve need people to
ralirc is that u,e have a couple o{ yean
invcted in ou end product."

Cawy sals people would have a whole
different appreciation for whatl going on
ifthq/d come out and see for themselves.
But he is optimisdc t}at the ongoine
research snrdy thc OX is panicipaong
in will. help shed some light on dre wolf-
Gftle lsse.

"l would ]ike to think somewhere dom
the line things ure going to get bencr." he

concludes. This is what some of us live for

- to have good dopp, gmd ctde and ride
gmd horees."

EI

of their omle, given r lesser number of
wolvs on their grazing lmds, Crsey
rc1rcns. 'There has bcen a change since
the number ofwolves has been reduced.
bur u c still have prrsnre md probleru,"

'I}ey've sent l2 depredadon reports
to \VS. and dret've noted that dre
numbcr ol cows without slvts comins
through thr mnch is pnrbably 25ol. -

of their 2fi)9 numbers. Bur still, my
lmsc are "disheartening" to this rmch
nranager who has u'orked his entire life on
stewardshin.

"I doniorvr this mnch, but I take it
very pemnal," Casey says.

Fronr genetia to herd health to
markcting, theOX is mmined to adding
saluc ro its onlc *rrouei the chain.

"Our main eoal is tdtake calves all
the u,ay to the end producq" Casey sap.
Their yearlings are fed at Beef Nonhwat
antl harsted at Jvson-Paro.

The OX prides iself on raising good
livstrx'k, and Casey isn't atsaid to"q]entl
top dollrr on Angu-s bulls. "Becruse of
our records, rve've been able to age-
and mura-verifo these olves for'a
number of 1can," the last tu'o through
AngusSource. "lVe rvork real clorly with
our veterinarians on our raccination and
health protocols," he sa1n.

Cr*y is also pasionate about rmge
rnanagement, and he u,as rccognized
tor this bv both the Sciew for Range
Managenrent (SRII) and rhe Narunl
Rmources Conseryation Seruice (r\,'RCS)
during his I 6-rcar tenure on a nortlenr
Nevada cov'+alf ooeradon.

"Ir! jut something I've spent my life
doing," he explains. "Flere at the Oli the
o*nen arc vcry conspation-minded. It's
their prioritv to be good stewarcls."

The C)X hrs over a 20-vear arsiation
with the University of IdrhoS mnge
management studis, and wr recendy
recoqrrized as an honorary alurnnu try
the Unircnity for its commitrnent to
rungeland rnd student engagemenL

Casqv deribes the wolf issue as "rcry
fiutratine" braue it diso-acs anendon
away Fom imponmt struardship
pmctices zuch as spring doelopmenq
canle distribudon and proper catde
movemenL

"AJl these thfurgs you uke grmt pride
in," he remarla. "It's bren the drirre for
rrany mnchers for a lot ofy-ears-" Ile
;nins out, however, that ir's not iut
nnchem who are dealins wirh rhe effecs
ofwolves.

"C.)ur statet wildlife is rlso sufferins
tremcndoulv. Hunten have been rhe"
tnain con*nadon people of the wildlife
forercr. It's affecting drem, and so rnany
decisiorx rent beins brsed on scientific
e!1oence.

"This u'hole isse is emotionallv
charged, politiol, md fie trouble L rhc
people who are making the decisions
arent the ones who have to live with it,"
Cmysays.

Compensation is available in the state of ldaho for nnch-
es like the OX that face depredations and missing livestock,
but it's not as cut-and-dried as one would think.

Wolf depredations are classified as confirmed, probable,
possible and other. Up through this past September, De-

fenders of Wildlife (D0W) compensated producers 50"/o for
a "probable" kill and 100% for a "confirmed" wolf kill. The
challenge therein lies in the word "confirmed."

DOW required proof that the animal was killed and not
just fed on by wolves. This entails skinning the animal to
look for evidence of the kill, including the trauma area(s)
and/or fang ma*.s. The irony is if the wolf has eaten the evi.
dence, or most ofthe carcass, a 'confirmed" kill likely can't
be proven, even ifthere are wolftracks and scat all around.

This is extremely frustrating for producers like Casey Ander"
son. 'lt's really tough when you see calf body parts in the wolf
manure," he says. "You know exactly what it is."

DOW had pledged to compensate ranchers until the gray

wolfwas offthe Endangered Species List, but backed out of
its wolf depredation compensation program this past fall, af'
ter the gray wolfwas re-listed as endangered in August. Now,

without the DOW fund, the wolf depredation compensation
responsibility falls to the state of ldaho.

Earlier this vear the state of ldaho became a successful

recipient of a new federal grant titled the Wolf Livestock D€m-

onstration project, which will help the state pick up some of
the slack now that DOW is no longer covering wolf-retated live'
stock losses in ldaho. Unfortunately, the responsibitity of pay-

ing for wolf-related livestock losses now defaults to the taxpay-

ers as opposed to those groups who are fighting to keep this
recovered and robust population ofwolves on the Endangered

Species List.

Under the state program, compensation for verified loss-

es (confirmed and probables) are given priority and paid at

market value, while compensation for unverified or missing
tivestock will be allocated on a oro rata basis.

The reintroduction of the gray wolf into the North-
ern Rocky Mountains has proven to be a rough and
rocky road littered with litigation.

ldaho cattlemen were united in opposing the rein,
troduction of the gray wotf into their state. .But when
wolves were brought to ldaho and it was clear from the
federal government that wolves were here to stay, we
immediately began to work to find ways to ease the
burdens that wolves brought to ranchers," says Karen
Wlliams, Idaho Cattle Association (lCA) policy director.

ICA worked relentlessly on the wolf issue, even
holding a seat on the ldaho Fish & Game committee
charged with drafting the state wolf plan. This plan,
approved by the state legislature and U.S. Fish & Wild-
life Service (USFWS), was implemented once wolves
were delisted in 2009.

This is just one reason why it was so discouraging
for all - inctuding the state, its sportsmen and live-
stock producers - when the gray wolf was re.listed as
an endangered species forthe second time, in three
years, both times under court order following lawsuits

from wildlife advocates. The state of ldaho has filed
a notice of appeal with the Ninth Circuit Court ofAp-
peals, seeking to overtum U.S. District Court,udge
Donald Malloy's Aug. 5 decision to re-list wolves in its
state. Re-listing ends state management for both lda-
ho and Montana and an upcoming wolf hunt sched'
uled bv both to curb wolf numbers.

ldaho's first regulated wolf hunt, opened in 2009,
harvested 188 ofa 220 quota in a seven-month period.

This hunt effectively stopped growth ofthe wolf popula-

tion within the state, reports Dustin Miller, environmen-
tal liaison, ldaho Govemois Office ofSpecies Conser-

vation in Boise. Confirmed year-te'date depredations
through Sept. 30 were also lower in 2010 vs. the same
period in 2009.

The fedenl government, and even Malloy, acknowl-
edges the grdy wolf is a recovered species in ldaho and
Montana. But Malloy interpreted the ESA to read that a

species must be delisted across a re$on; not iust in dif-
ferent states. Wolves were still on the endangered spe-
cies [ist in Woming.

At their fall convention, ICA members were brought
up to speed on the issue as it now stands. Tom Peny,

legal counselor to the Govemor's Office of Species Con-

servation, said, 'The unfortunate part aboul the Ninth
Circuit and any other route of litigation is it takes time.
And time is what we don't have right now. Even if we

were to get some relief, youte looking at least at a year

and a half before you'll get any positive decision back
from that Circuit."

Miller said that Congress is another avenue being
pu6ued, and federal legislation is in the works by taw-

makers in ldaho, Montana and Utah. "With the political

shift ofthe election the reatity is that we coutd gain a

little more traction this next Congress on trying to gel a
tegislative fix," meaning an amendment to the Endan-

gered Species Act that excludes the gray wolf.
According to 2009 USFWS data, wolves in the

Northem RockyMountain region number 1,706in 242
packs with 1 1 5 breeding pairs. Miller reports about

850-1.o00 are in ldaho, but believes this estimate is
conservative.


